January 23, 1971 


Dear Paul, 

I have had a chance to go through fejse letters from you that I had not opened 
and haven’t coma across anything I really need to answer that I didn’t dis- 
cuss in my last letter to you. Thanks much for the stuff on Valiee. 

I still am not clear on the deal with stuff from the archives — both you and 
Harold have mentioned that you and Arch were getting it, but I must have 
missed the exact details of distribution. 

Despite my limited time, I decided that I owed it to you to reread your memo 
and all of the subsequent correspondence in my possession (Harold’s, Dick’s, 
and some from people like Sylvia and Tink). I still feel that you were 
pounced on, and that some of your letters were not read carefully by people 
like Harold who took a more active role in the criticism of your paper. I 
suspect I would have been more guilty myself had I written more, but, in 
doing some reading and some thinking, I think that the barrage you were 
treated to had a lot to do 'with several factors. First of all, we are so 
used to fighting publicly ^especially people like Harold, but to a lesser 
extent myself, Tink, Sylvia, etc.) various types of apologists for the 
Commission or establishment in general. We, 4f ay$ own personal experience 
is any judge, tire more easily now of re-examing the basic details of the 
case and going over old arguments. We tire of endless jibes by TIMS, the 
Epsteins, CBS, etc. We tire of experts who either overstep reasonable 
judgment within their expertise or go far beyond it and speculate while 
in front of microphones and cameras and who can greatly influence public 
opinion (l.e. Alvarez## on CBS). When one of our own number suddenly puts 
us on the spot, especially when at first it looks as though he may be aiming 
to publicize these views, then we naturally feel belligerance at having to 
suddenly spend hours replying to these questions when asked by a fellow- 
critic. 

However, I think that there is an important element from your end. In your 
small paper you raise many large and complicated questions and seem to back 
the lone assassin theory. Sven your sub sequent "correct ions” fail to change 
that aura. You question things is all debated years ago. For the first time 
you make us all aware of doubts I presume you have had for a long while. Your 
experiment almost seems taiaportant and irrelevent tp much of the paper which 
looks to be an expression of a lot of questions. It is no wonder that some 
people feel that you may have recently changed your opinions, perhaps under 
pressure from Alvarez, etc. Since none of these concerns had been voiced be- 
fore everyone assumed that they were quite recant. I suspect that they are 
not. And your paper contained a number of either care#less or unsupported 
statements, often with wide sweep, such as the few I focused on in my 2 page 
reply to the paper. This was so different from anything I have ever received 
from you that it stood out like a sore thumb. Let’s face it, from what I 
now know, just about everyone who got your paper had the same reaction, and 
we are all very different people and not infrequently disagree. But on this 
there was agreement— it was sloppy (and thus unlike the work of P. Koch) not 
to mention speculative and unscientific (i.e. neglect of your negative find- 
ings). And, while understandable given how swampM you were, you did not 
really answer most of the criticisms (mine included). I can see why those 
who kept up the correspondence became as upset with you as you did with 
them. 

IS is my feeling thht your paper was a vehicle for expression of attitudes 
or doubts which you- hay e had for some time. I suspect that it is another 
reflection of your working out your identity (something we college students 





often delay. I am going through it right now. My personal relationships, 
professional ones, and. amounh. of time I spend on -various things ire all 
changing. I am still Interested in the assassination and stiil want to 
do some work on it, but am phasing out of it a bit. I have someone else 
trained to keep up the public speaking, and some others doing some re- 
search. But I have also done a good deal more questioning and arguing 
about the larger questions in the ease over the years than I know of you 
doing. I frankly have always assumed qhat your views: are rather than 
known them per se. In most areas of the case I do not have 100 % confidence 
in what I believe but I have some pretty well defined weights attached to 
various theories I hold to. These change as new evidence is out. Since 
little is certain I think more according to probabilities. I have, for 
Instance, a general overall belief as to how the president’s head was 
hit, but if put on the spot would have to spend about 20 hours developing 
ay theory and explaining the strengths & loopholes in each assumption. 

When I speak publically, or write for the public, or even write anything 
which could become public, I generalize and give a few basic facts. I 
tell it as close to what I consider the likely truth as possible. If 
I am questioned I am glad to expand and further explain, and I often have 
to. But I learned long ago that one complicates the situation by playing 
one’s own devil’s advocate in public. (I. a. I used to start my talk off 
by defending the commission with slide after slide which documented how 
little the commission knew or beauracratie blunders or lack of cooperation 
by agencies.# Now I will discuss this when asked in the question session. 
Why, because my goal is to interest people in making inquiry beyond the 
2-6 hrs. they spend with me, and beyond my knowledge and its biases, and 
also to motivate the .greater number who, while they won’t inform themselves, 
will read their newspapers more carefully, or read about the FBI or CIA., 
or write their concerns to their congressmen. My most rewarding work has 
been that which convinced some people of influence to actively question 
official prononuncements totally unrelated to this case. My own dobbts 
have been fought out with Vince, Harold, Sylvia, Mary, etc. etc. for a 
number of years.# AM they have challenged by views.) 

In any event, I am still saddened by the deterioration in relationships. 

I hope that your work stays active as long as you really want it to but 
that you can slow down and retire when you feel like it without excuses. 

It sounds like you have been in touch with Arch. I got the impression 
that he wasn’t too active a year ago. Mary is either Inactive or not 
writing. I hope that Arch does get relnvolved since he can accomplish 
a lot once he gets rolling. I hope we can stay in touch although I'm not 
sure how much new material I will have to share from ay end. Good luck 
with the women and the Jass. As ever— 
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